Introduction
and family, and, particularly, the individual student, identifying the predictors of high school failure is a critical task. " 5 The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has drawn considerable attention to students at risk of school failure and dropout in America's public schools. 6 Included under the definition of at-risk students in this law are students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, ethnic minorities, students with disabilities, and students whose second language is English. 7 Prince, Pepper, and Brocato 8 and Prodente, Sander, and Weist 9 indentified homelessness, adolescent pregnancy, and mental health or behavioral problems as significant risk factors affecting academic achievement. According to Pruett et. al., students with these challenges on average scored lower than their peers on standardized tests and were more likely to drop out of school. 10 However, the study of homelessness, adolescent pregnancy, and mental health are complicated by difficulty in obtaining access to and consent from these populations.
In 2002, Stringfield and Land defined at-risk students as those "...who, through no fault of their own, are at risk of low academic achievement and dropping out before completing high school. " 11 In one of the volume's chapters, Land and Legters operationalized this definition by identifying seven risk factors ascertained from a comprehensive review of research. 12 These represented the most frequently cited individual or family-level risk factors: disability; poverty; limited English proficiency; 13 race/ethnicity; urbanicity; 14 single parent status; and low parental educational attainment. These represented the most frequently cited individual or family-level risk factors. Of the seven factors, Land and Letgers found poverty to be the most consistent predictor of academic failure, with the concentration of poverty at the school level exacerbating the problem. 15, 16 Land and Legters also identified another dimension of student risk--the "compound nature" of risk whereby some students experience multiple risk factors. 17 Because Stringfield and Land and Land and Legters provide a clear definition of student risk and a comprehensive research-based typology, these were used in this study.
Research Methods
This section presents the population, data sources, variables, and analytic procedures used to answer the following research questions:
• To what extent has the incidence of at-risk students in Ohio changed over the last decade? • What is the current incidence of at-risk students in Ohio?
This study analyzed 604 Ohio public school districts. The study did not include the four extremely small districts of Kelly's Island, North Bass Island, Middle Bass Island, and Put-inBay Island. The College Corner school district was also excluded because it is a joint school district with Indiana. The district served as the unit of analysis. 18 Data for the 2000-2001 and 2010-2011 school years from the Ohio Department of Education were utilized. Six variables were used in the study: (1) Total student enrollment; (2) number of students with disabilities; (3) number of students living in poverty; (4) number of students identified as English Language Learners (ELL); 19 (5) number of ethnic/racial minority students; and (6) number of students in urban school districts.
Students with disabilities were defined as those having an Individual Education Plan (IEP) while students living in poverty were defined as those who qualified for free or reduced-price school meals. Urban school districts are defined by the Ohio Department of Education in two manners: (1) "...urban (i.e. high population density) districts that encompass small or medium size towns and cities;" and (2) "Major Urban" school districts that include "all of the six largest core cities and other urban districts that encompass major cities. " 20 Data for parental education attainment and single parent status by school district were not available and so could not be included in the study. Using the data described in this section, descriptive statistics and the incidence of risk factors were calculated and compared for 2001 and 2011. Then, Pearson Product Moment correlations were calculated to determine the presence and extent of the compound nature of risk in both years. Finally, the incidence of risk factors was calculated as the percentage of students identified with a particular risk factor divided by total student enrollment.
Results of Analysis
In 2001, Ohio educated 1,727,611 public elementary and secondary students in 604 school districts. (See Table 1 .) School district size ranged from 313 to 72,277 students, with a mean district enrollment of 2,860 and a median of 1,781. In 2011, total student enrollment decreased 5.87% to 1,626,068 students. Minimum and maximum district size fell to 175 and 49,616 students respectively, while the mean and median decreased to 2,692 and 1,738. Overall, total student enrollment, the size of the mean and median school district, and size of the smallest and largest school districts decreased over this time period. The remainder of this section presents the results for each risk factor, the compound nature of risk, and the incidence of risk factors. Table 3 .) By school district, enrollment ranged from zero to 68,715, with a mean of 721 students and a median of 231. Over the next ten years, the number of students in poverty skyrocketed to 698,365, an increase of 262,690 or 60.3%, while the mean and median increased to 1,158 and 623 students respectively. The large difference between the mean and median may reflect the presence of a cluster of high poverty school districts in the state. Table 4 .) Enrollment by school district size ranged zero to 3,045, with a mean enrollment of 22 and a median of zero. In 2011, the enrollment of ELL students more than doubled to 32,613, an increase of 19,362. While the minimum remained the same, the maximum enrollment by district grew to 4,821. At the same time, the mean increased to 54 and median remained at zero.
English Language Learners
In 2001, Ohio enrolled 13,252 ELL students. (See
Racial/Ethnic Minority
Ohio schools enrolled 344,635 racial/ethnic minority students in 2001. (See Table 5 .) District enrollment ranged from zero to 58,668, with a mean enrollment of 571 and a median of 49. In 2011, the number of ethnic/racial minority students attending Ohio schools increased to 383,741, an increase of 39,106, or 11.3%. While the minimum increased slightly, the maximum enrollment by district fell by 21,788. The mean and median increased to 635 and 100 students respectively. The large difference between mean and median enrollments points to an uneven distribution of ethnic/minority students across Ohio school districts with relatively high concentrations in a small number of school districts.
Urbanicity
In both years studied, 118 school districts were classified as urban by the Ohio Department of Education. (See Table 6 Compound Nature of Risk Tables 7 and 8 Table 7 show the existence of a moderate, statistically significant positive correlation (p< .001) in 2001 between poverty and disability (0.319), with a smaller, but statistically significant, positive relationships between poverty and ethnicity/race (0.280), and ethnicity/race and English language learners (0.163). In 2011, the compound nature of risk was also evident. The statistically significant, positive correlation between poverty and disability was more pronounced (0.594) as was the relationship between poverty and ethnicity/ race (0.375). Of particular concern was the statistically significant, positive relationship between race/ethnicity and English language learners which more than doubled over this time period to 0.350.
Incidence of Risk Factors
In 2001, urbanicity represented the largest risk factor in that it affected 36.2%, more than one-third, of Ohio students. (See Table 9 .) Poverty was second at 25.2%. The incidence of ethnic/racial minority students, and those with disabilities, ranked third and fourth at 19.9% and 12.4%, respectively, while the incidence of students indentified as English learners ranked fifth, or last, at .77%. By 2011, the pattern of incidence had changed; now the incidence of student poverty ranked first at 43.0%, eclipsing the now slightly lower incidence of urbanicity (31.0%). Although the incidence of the remaining three risk factors increased, their ranking did not. The incidence of ethnic/racial minority students increased to 23.6% while that of ELL students almost tripled to 2.1%. The incidence of students with disabilities increased 2.4%, from 12.4% to 14.8%.
Summary and Conclusion
Although Ohio school districts have experienced nearly a 6% reduction in student population over the last decade, the incidence of at-risk students increased in all categories with the exception of urbanicity. Nonetheless, the incidence Table 9 | Incidence of Student Risk Factors of urbanicity in Ohio was 31% in 2011, similar to the national average. 21 The incidence of student poverty as a risk factor in Ohio in 2011 (42.9%) was also similar to the 50 state average of 45.4%. 22 In contrast, the incidence of English language learners was substantially lower -2.1% in Ohio vs. the 50 state average of 9.6%). 23 At the same time, the incidence of Ohio students with disabilities in 2011 (14.7%) exceeded the 50 state average of 13.0%. 24 The incidence of ethnic/ racial minority students in Ohio (23.6%) was also substantially lower than the 50 state average of 46.5%. 25 Patterns of the compound nature of student risk in Ohio bore some similarities to the 50 state analysis of Vesely, Crampton, Obiakor, and Sapp. 26 Similar moderate, statistically significant correlations were found between the incidence of poverty and ethnicity/race, and between ethnicity/race and English language learners. However, although there was a moderate, statistically significant relationship between the incidence of poverty and disability in Ohio, none was found in the 50 state analysis. With these research results now available, future research can begin to analyze the extent to which Ohio focuses its resources on students at risk of academic failure in order to ensure equality of educational opportunity, a key component in addressing achievement gaps. 
